ABSTRACT AIMS -The principles of free trade and free circulation of services within the European Union have created pressures to make the strictly controlled European gambling markets more open. According to the Court of Justice of the European Union, restrictions on gambling are only allowed if they are justified in admissible terms of consumer protection, prevention of criminal activity and protection of public order. This study compares the gambling laws of two European societies, France and Finland, to analyse how their legal frames of gambling have been adjusted to these principles. DESIGN -The data consists of up-to-date legislation on gambling in Finland and France. A qualitative analysis was conducted to study whether new ways of justifying have been included in legislative texts and if these are substantiated by measures related to consumer protection or crime prevention. RESULTS -France has mainly justified its restrictive policies on gambling in terms of preventing criminal activities while the Finnish legislation highlights the charitable causes funded by gambling proceeds, a claim not accepted by the Court of Justice of the European Union. Consumer protection is increasingly stressed in both countries, and the range of rationales has also grown notably since 2007. CONCLUSION -While the vocabularies of justification accepted by the CJEU have expanded since 2007, these have not been substantiated by many new legislative measures. This is not attributed to political ill will but rather to the difficulty of changing existing legislative traditions.
Introduction
European countries are facing a new situation in which they have to justify their national provision of gambling in order to maintain the existing monopoly system. This is also apparent in legislative texts which have had to be modified accordingly. This study focuses on these dynamics by comparing how the contemporary legislation in two European countries, France and Finland, has been adjusted to reflect the new requirements. Using up-to-date legislative texts in these two countries, the study compares which, if any, vocabularies of justification have been adopted and how the expressions employed have changed since the countries have been required to justify their gambling policies.
The cases of France and Finland
What makes comparing these two countries interesting is that France is one of the most influential countries in Europe with a strongly institutionalised state presence, whereas Finland is a small European nation with a special interest in maintaining a Nordic welfare state model, partly funded by proceeds derived from gambling operation. These political differences are also reflected in the gambling policies of the two countries. France has been forced to open up its gambling markets but still continues to exercise strong state control on providers, while Finland has opted for strengthening its national monopolies to better justify their existence (Cisneros Örnberg & Tammi, 2011; Sénat, 2007) .
The Finnish gambling field is currently organised around three national monopolies: the national lottery company (Veikkaus), the national horse betting company (Fintoto) and the slot machine association (Raha-automaattiyhdistys or RAY). In Initially, the Regional Court of Paris found in favour of the PMU, but as Zeturf had requested for a repeal of the rules before court, the French Conseil d'Etat needed to request the CJEU to give a preliminary ruling. Based on this investigation (case number C-212/08), the European Commission instructed the French government to modify its law on online gambling to allow outside operators (see Verbiest, 2007; European Commission, 2011) .
Following the CJEU's rulings, both countries have had to rethink the terms under which their legislation on gambling is justified. Historically, raising public funds has been highlighted as the main justification for all gambling provision in both France and Finland since the first lotteries (Luoto & Wickström, 2008; Reith, 1999 
Justifications and gambling policies
The concept of justification is highlighted in this study for practical and theoretical In social theory, the concept of "justification" can be separated from the notion of "motivation". While motivations refer to inherent reasons for actions, what can be termed as justifications tend to take place after the action and are therefore rather ways of legitimating decisions that have already been taken (see also Boltanski & Thévenot, 2006; Mills, 1940; also Majamä-ki & Pöysti, 2012) . This idea can also be ap- and even promotion of gambling (see, e.g., Reith, 1999; Room, 2005) . Previous research on the rationales behind gambling policies have recognised financing sports, arts and social programmes, directing consumption from illegal to legalised games and the need for revenue as the most common vocabularies governments use in legitimising gambling provision (Chambers, 2011; Eadington, 2008; Kingma, 2008) .
According to Chambers (2011) , and as has already been noted regarding the cases of Some comparative analyses have also been drawn on the historically differing rationales behind gambling policies (see Kingma, 2004; Orford, 2011) . 
Methods and data
In order to research how Finland and As with any study using qualitative coding, the question of researcher bias needs to be raised, as it is true that codes were attributed at the discretion of the researcher.
To reduce researcher influence on the results, examples of the kind of vocabularies coded will be presented in the results.
Unclear situations also existed in which it was not certain whether the legislator had meant a specific expression as a justification. For this reason, the guiding principle was to only code vocabularies that were clearly meant to justify a legislative decision by the French and Finnish equivalents of linguistic constructs such as "in order to", "for the purpose of" or "for the benefit of". Furthermore, the same researcher coded both sets of data to make them compatible.
Results
For the purpose of this study, contemporary, up-to-date legislation was analysed to 
Public order and preventing criminality
Preventing criminality was the most common type of justification found in con- As the CJEU has excluded charities as an acceptable justification, the continuing emphasis of charitable causes in the Finnish legislation seems out of place.
However, it has to be noted that legislative texts need to be justifiable not only as regards the CJEU but also legitimate in their own country context. Indeed, previous research has found that the charities offer a strong justification for the Finnish gambling system in the eyes of gamblers (see Pöysti, 2014) . Furthermore, the charities funded by monopolistic operators are public information and are often advertised by game providers (Matilainen, 2010 ).
The situation is very different in France.
Unlike in Finland, the proceeds raised by Kingma (2008) (Bégin, 2001 ) can still be seen in the emphasis put on preventing criminality at the cost of introducing measures of consumer protection. These habits are hard to change, especially as they are considered legitimate among consumers (Pöysti, 2014) . 
Discussion

